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needs	 typically	 refer	 to	 those	with	 a	 non-academic	 back-
ground	(e.g.	Apollon	et	al.	2014:	93;	Pierazzo	2015:	151),	
rather	than	users	with	(in)visible	disabilities.		
Accessibility and Usability 




















be	 less	 conscientious	 about	 our	 use	 of	 the	 transformed	




















only	 a	 good	way	 of	 supporting	 the	 community	 of	 people	
with	disabilities,	but	also	a	constructive	way	to	confront	the	
digital	divide	and	generally	benefit	users	of	DSEs.	
Pedagogy and Collaboration 










nificant	 time	 and	 money	 on	 acquiring	 them	 through	














work.	Our	own	training	 has	 primarily	 involved	 literary	 or	
historical	materials	using	the	latin	alphabet	and	reflecting	
dominant	editorial	schools,	traditions,	and	scholarly	disci-
plines.	 Indeed,	 the	majority	 of	 the	 training	material	 pro-




pean	 languages,	 thereby	 excluding	 scholars	 from	smaller	
communities	 from	 fruitful	 engagement	 with	 the	 field.	





Community and Diversity 
Overwhelmingly,	DSEs	have	focused	on	the	documents	
and	narratives	of	western-European	and	North		American		


















subject,	 could	 also	 be	 characterised	 as	 a	 predominantly	
white,	Western-European	or	North	American	male	 commu-
nity.	Bordalejo	(2016)	presented	a	similar	argument	about	
demographics	 in	 DH	 that	 could	 easily	 be	 extrapolated	 to	
our	subfield.	In	a	recent	paper	Robinson	(2016)	called	for	a	
reconsideration	of	the	role	of	editors	and	scholars	by	taking	







port	 them.	 If	we	 recognize	 this,	 how	can	we	encourage	a	
more	inclusive	approach?	
On the Panel 
The	Digital	Scholarly	Editions	Initial	Training	Network	
(DiXiT)	 is	 a	 Marie	 Skodowska-Curie	 EU-Funded	 7th	
Framework	 Programme.	 During	 the	 grant	 period	 (2013-
2017),	twelve	Early	Stage	Research	Fellows	and	five	Experi-
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